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ElNLEITUNG IN DAS NEUE TESTAMENT. Von THEODOR ZaHN. 

Band II. Leipzig : A. Deichertsche Buchh. (Georg Bohme), 

1899. Pp. iv + 656. Zweite, vielfach berichtigte Auflage, 1 

1900. Pp. iv-j-658. M. 13.50. 

Readers of this Journal need no characterization of the author 
of the Kanongeschichte, the " prince of conservative scholars." Least 
of all is it needful, after the judicious praise accorded Vol. I of this 
monumental work, to reassert that, from the author's unquestioned 
scholarship and recognized services in investigation of the New Testa- 
ment canon, " it can hardly fail to be regarded as the most important 
one from the conservative point of view." We are concerned rather 
with an estimate of the degree of success with which the assaults of 
criticism on the positions of traditionalism have been met. 

For the impression of the volume as a whole is that it belongs, 
whatever the intention of its renowned and scholarly author, to the 
department of apologetics, and not of the history of biblical literature. 
It is not so much a historico-critical inquiry as an adroit and able 
defense of traditional views. The polemic heat of Salmon is wholly 
absent ; there is the vastly superior quality of immense and comprehen- 
sive scholarship, patient, orderly industry, cool and systematic mar- 
shaling of the last minutiae of attainable facts — but it is the argument 
of the advocate, not the verdict of the impartial judge. The advocate 
is wise enough to realize that his case will only be injured by any 
appearance of bias or overstatement ; yet who that has personally 
studied through the relation of Jude and 2 Peter can justly accord to 
§§42-44 any higher epithet than "specious" or "plausible"? Is it 
the impartial investigator, or the special pleader, who employs all the 
resources of scholarship to make it appear that in 2 Peter 3 : 1 there 
is no reference to any known epistle ; that in 3:15 again the writing 
of Paul referred to is an unknown one ; and that to.s \017ras y/ja<£as 
means only religious " books in general"? Is it possible that Professor 
Zahn thinks he is giving an impartial exegesis of 2 Peter 3 : 16 f.? And 
does he help his case by declaring that in 1 Peter 2 : 6 hi ypa<j>^ "means 
only ' in einer Schrift ' "? 

Our author's scholarship shows to better advantage where it works 
unfettered. Today orthodoxy no longer demands that Hebrews shall 

1 Simultaneously with the revised edition of the second volume appears also a simi- 
larly revised edition of the first volume. See Vol. II, p. 663, of this Journal. The 
" Berichtigungen" referred to in the title of the revised edition consist in the case of 
both volumes mainly of correction of type-errors, especially in figures, and the modi- 
fication of some of the notes. The text remains substantially as in the first edition. 
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be defended as the work of Paul. One may even with impunity con- 
sider it to have been written after the destruction of Jerusalem and to a 
non-Palestinian community. In §§ 45-47 we have an able and impartial 
discussion of Hebrews, resulting in the usual impasse as to author- 
ship, but in 80 A. D. as the date, and Rome as the home of the recip- 
ients. The defense of 1 Peter §§38-40 makes also a more favorable 
impression on the score of impartiality than that of B. Weiss, because 
the fruitless attempt to invert the relation of literary dependence on 
Romans and Ephesians is frankly abandoned, and the undeniable 
Paulinism of the writing accounted for by admitting a decided part- 
nership of Silvan us in the writing ( 1 Peter 5:12). Judicious concession 
thus removes a fatal objection to the authenticity of 2 Peter, which 
cannot have been written by the same hand. Per contra, the necessity 
of denying the references of 2 Peter removes what is probably the old- 
est bit of external evidence for the apostolic authorship of 1 Peter, evi- 
dence which can ill be spared. On the whole, the reinforcement of 
the defenses of 2 Peter at the expense of 1 Peter will strike many as a 
rather dubious gain. 

The least satisfactory part of the Einleitung is the discussion of 
the synoptic gospels. The treatment of the Papias fragment in the 
section (§51) on tradition as to Mark and his gospel shows the same 
regrettable parti-pris. We are referred to a careful discussion in note 
13, and to the author's articles in the Theologische Studien und Kritiken, 
1866, 1867, on Papias; but the statement that Papias "had oppor- 
tunity of seeing and hearing Aristion in person" (p. 206), and that 
he had the same personal relations with the presbyter John, should 
not be made without reference to Eusebius' appended qualifying 
clause, " At least he quotes," etc. " Jedes gesunde Sprachgefiihl " is to 
be our guarantee that the term irpea/Jvrepos in the fragment is applied 
to the apostles ( who are called, however, /Wtyreu tov Kvpiov ), in the 
phrase «8e irov Kal iraprjKo\ov6r)K<a 1 } tis rots irpccr/JuTC/DOis IA0OI, tovs tS>v 
■jrpe<ry3vT€/Mi)v aviKpivov \oyous • ti AvSpcas ^ ti Ilerpos etircv ktA.. We lay our- 
selves open (with Edwin Abbott, Weiffenbach, and others) to the charge 
of having an unsound linguistic instinct, but acknowledge that Papias 
seems to us to describe his informants as followers, not of the apostles, 
but of men of the apostolic generation (ir/ottr/Surtpots) who could report 
" what Andrew, or Peter, . . . . or any other of the disciples of the Lord, 
had said," these reports being tovs twv wpta-pvriptov Aoyous which Papias 
■jrore irapa rmv irpi<rpvTtp(ov (through the medium of the impriKoXovOrjKOTei 
to« irpt<ry3uT€/oots who came his way) koASs I/uiOov. This view is not 
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only more consonant with what we know of Papias' date, his inform- 
ants (<?. g., the daughters of Philip), the character of his information, 
and his application of the title irpe<rfivT£po<: to Aristion ( var. lee. Ariston ) , 
but certainly agrees better with the general use of the term ?rpecr/?urepos 
by his contemporaries. Against the emendation of Haussleiter, to 
which Zahn inclines, removing the difficulty of the two appearances of 
the name John, once among the paQiyrai tov Kvpiov, and a second time 
in a separate class along with Ariston as a mere Trpecr/JvYcpos, by an arbi- 
trary striking out of the words 17 1-1 'Itodwjys, the reviewer ventures to 
set his own (Journ. of Bib. Lit., 1898), in place of the second 01 tov 
Kvpiov pjoBrfrai, reading ol rovrmv pM.6rjrai (to) for kv). Still simpler 
would be the adoption of the Syriac text ( ed. of Bedjan, 1897), which 
omits the clause altogether. 

Exposition of the Papias tradition is followed by comparison of 
the gospels. That our Greek Matthew is largely dependent on Mark 
cannot indeed be denied. But the apostolic origin of our first gospel 
may be rescued by the supposition that Mark first borrowed practically 
all his material from an Aramaic Matthew substantially identical with 
our Matthew, only omitting the discourses. 

The brief and clear refutation (p. 323) of the oral-tradition theory, 
the favorite Verlegcnheitshypothese oi English conservatives, is thoroughly 
worthy of Zahn's scholarly insight and courage. Clearing away 
this unserviceable defense, he has only to explain why Mark should 
have omitted the discourse material, and this at first sight might seem 
no more serious difficulty than the two-document theory confronts. 
In reality we have only to notice how Zahn himself struggles with the 
facts, to see that the objection is fatal. Mark, we are told, omitted 
Matt., chaps. 1, 2, because it was his purpose to write tmyytAiov, and 
narratives of the birth and infancy are not properly included. The 
Sermon on the Mount was omitted by him for the same reason. It did 
not correspond to the preaching of Jesus as characterized in Mark 
1 : 14L! Sie ist nicht Evangelium (p. 324)! Imagine a writer preparing 
a gospel for the Grseco-Roman world on the basis of a Matthew such 
as we have, but in Aramaic, and omitting nine-tenths of the discourse 
material, including the Sermon on the Mount, as nicht Evangelium! If 
the readers were already in possession of the discourses through a logia 
source, or otherwise, such a course would be conceivable. But this is just 
what Zahn denies, and his synoptic theory becomes thereby untenable. 

The use of Mark by Luke is, of course, admitted ; but Matthew was 
unknown to him either in Aramaic or Greek. One wonders how the 
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discourse material not found in Mark, but common to Matthew and 
Luke, is to be accounted for. The old stalking-horse of oral tradition 
must undertake the task, in spite of the bold repudiation on p. 323 ! 
The change of order in the temptations, Luke 4 : 1-13, is supposed to 
show that the dependence is not literary, because it would be "incon- 
ceivable" if Matt. 4: i-n had lain before the author in written form! 
Discourses in verbal duplicate like the Baptist's preaching, Luke 3 : 7 — 
9 : 17 = Matt. 3 : 7-12, Jesus' ejaculations in Luke 10 : 21-22 ; 13:34, 
3S = Matt. 11:25-27; 23 : 37-39, might be transmitted "without the 
aid of writing " in so stereotyped a form as fully to account for the 
resemblances (p. 404). Can it be, we ask again, that this able scholar is 
really giving us his unbiased judgment on the question? Surely every 
student who has the common material before him in parallel columns 
will be forced to say: This is not criticism, but special pleading. 

That the Johannine writings must all be what tradition reports was, 
of course, a foregone conclusion. The reader is interested, however, to 
see what answer Zahn's ingenuity will offer to the objection of the 
extraordinary differences in doctrine and style between the Apocalypse 
and the other Johannine writings. But the two pages (624, 616 — rev. 
ed., 617 f., 619 f.) allotted to this discussion tell us little. The mere 
occurrence of the name 6 \6yo<s (quite without a Aoyo? doctrine) in 
Rev. 19:13 outweighs, it is said, all the apparent differences in 
doctrinal standpoint, while the difference in style is partly due to the 
new subject-matter, partly to the fact that the writer in both gospel and 
apocalypse is reproducing words and thoughts not his own. 

Zahn's great work represents beyond question the latest word of 
conservatism in reply to the criticism of the nineteenth century, and as 
such is indispensable. Could it be considered the last word of critical 
science, the situation were discouraging indeed — a century of effort 
devoid of results. But what it gives us is not the verdict, but the argu- 
ment for the defense, and as such it is a marvel of learning and skill. 

Benj. W. Bacon. 
Yale Divinity School, 
New Haven, Conn. 

Textkritische Bemerkungen zu Matthaus. Von F. Blass. 
[" Beitrage zur Forderung christlicher Theologie," 1900, 
4. Heft.] Gutersloh : Bertelsmann. M. 1.60. 

The contributions of Professor Blass to the solution of critical 
questions in New Testament literature have been very stimulating, for 



